
5. “Kurtis J. Kintzel has been Chairman of the Board of BO1 from F e b k  11, 

2OO4’kough the present.’’ 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan JGntzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would.ju&@ 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the quektion proper. 

The question’should be directed to the corporation. 

I 

I 

I 

“Kurtis J. Kintzel is BOI’s president.” I 6. 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 
i 

I 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. i 

7. “Kurtis J. Kintzel has been BOI’s president during the period Februe  1 1,2004 

through the present.” 
I 
i 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would just@ 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

8. “Kurtis J. Kintzel holds a 72 percent equify interest in BOI.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

ipdividually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would jusw 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

’ I‘ 3 
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9, “Kurtis 3, Gtzel has held a majority equity interest in BO1 fiom Febmm 1.1, 
2004 through the present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 
I 

hdividually, altbough .the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts thatwould.justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The qbestion should be directed to the corporation. ! 

10. “You are BOI’s SecretarylTreasurer.yy i 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keman Kintzel 
i 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil mder existing law, or that would otherwisk sake the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

11. “You have been been BOI’s Secretary/Treasurer during the period February 1 1 , 
I 

2904 through the present,” I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

individually, although the Qrder to Show Cause does not allege any f a t s  that would justiQ 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

12. “You g e  a director of €301.” 

Answer: Objeotion; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Khtzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piexchg the corporate veil under existing law, or that wodd otherwise make the question proper. 
I 

The questioi should be directed to the corporation. 
L 

. ;, 
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13. “Youhavebeen a director of BO1 during the period February 

the present.” 
! 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldjusw 

piercing the-corporate veil under existing law, or that wolzld otherwise make the question proper. 
I a. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

14. “You hold a 26 percent equity interest in BOI.” I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kinkel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

pierdng the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

15. “You have held a minority equity interest in BO1 fiom February 11,2004 through 

the present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 
I 

igdividually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should he directed to the corporation. 

16. “Kurtis J. Kizltzel is Buzz’s Chairman of the Board.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

hdivid;uaUy,&hough the &der to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

pier’cing the ,corporate veil under evisting law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

5 
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17. (%Ids J. &keI has been C h h a n  of the Board of Buzz Telecom ?om 

! 

Febmary 1 I, 2004 through the present.” I 
I 

Answer: Objection: the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldjustify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
! 

18. “Kurtis J. Kintzel has been President of Buzz during the period Februk 11 , 2004 
I 

through the present,” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keman Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would jus* 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

19. “JSKWtis Kintzel is a director of Buzz.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan w t z e l  

hidividually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The,question should be directed to the corporation. 

20. “Kurtis Kintzel has been a director of Buzz during the period Feb& 11,2004 

through-the present .” 
Answer: Objeotion; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kjntzel 

bdividudy, although .the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piexcing $e corpqrate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

$he question should be direcbd to the corporation. 
I 

I, 
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21. “KW’s 1. Khtzel holds a 72 percent equity interest in BUZZ.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is hpropep because directed to Keanan Kintzel 
! 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege my facts that would justifi 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

22. “Kurtis J. Kintzel has held a majority equity interest in Buzz from February 1 1 

2004 through the present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would2ustify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

23. “You are Buzz’s Secretary.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is hproper because directed to Keanan d t z e l  
I 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would ju sm 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be dire6ted to the corporation. 

24, “You have been Secretary of Buzz Telecom fiom February 11,2004 through,the 
\ 

E~esent.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 
’ 

, I  

ihdividually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would just@ 
!- 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

me question should be directed to the corporation. 

. .  

25. “YQU are a director of Buzz.” 
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Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

individually, althou& the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justi@ 

pierchg the corporate veil under existjng law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

26. “You have been a director of Buzz during the period February 1 1,2004 through 

the present.” 

Answey: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kirhzel 
I 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege my facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make’ the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
! 

27. 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

“You hold a 26 percent equity interest in Buzz.” I 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not dege  my facts that would justifjl 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would ofherwise m@ce the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
t 

28. ‘VOU have held aminority equity interest in Buzz f?om February 11,2004 . 

through the present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify. 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be dkected to the corporation. 

29. “Kurtis4 J. Kinbe1 holds a 72 peroent equity interest in Avatar.” 

8 

I 
‘ \  

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

. ;  
I 

I 
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I 
I \  

hf7W&! &eChon: &e quesdm is hnproper because directed to Keanan dt~d 
’ individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldjusti@ 

. piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the quektion proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. ! 

I 

30. “Kurtis J. Kintzel has held a majority equity interest in Avatar fiom February 11, 

2004 through the present.” f 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kinkel 

individudly, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldbustify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
I 

3 1. “You are a director of Avatar.” I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keman Khtzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

32. “Yoy have been a director of Avatar during the period February 11,2004 through 

the present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

hdividually,~al&ou& the 03der to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldjuqtify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question pfoper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
‘ I  

33. “You hold a 26 percent equity interest in Avatar.” 
I 
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- AIISWE Objecth: the question is improper because directed to Keanatl I(int~el 

individudly, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would jusw 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. ! 

34. “You have held a minority equity interest in Avatar fiom February 1 I, 2004 

through the present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that wouldjustifj 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
! 

35. “You and Kurtis J. Kintzel are brothers.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is irrelevant. The Order to Show Cause does not allege 

any facts that would justify piercing the corporate veiI under existing law, or that wodd 

otherwise make the question proper. 
I 

36. . “Kurti~;J. -&el is responsible for overseeing the financial management of 

BOI.” 

Answer: Objection; thequestion is improper because directed to Kernan Kintzel 

hdividually, although the Ozder to Show Cause does not dege  any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil qnder ekisting law, or that would otherwise ma$e the question proper. 

The question should be, directed to the corporation. 

37. “Kurtis J, Khtzel has been responsible for overseeing the financial miyagement 

&BO1 dwing the period February 11,2004 through the present,” 

10 



.. 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to’Keanan 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise mqke the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I 

38. “You are responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of BOI.7 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kemm d t z e l  

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would just@ 

piercing the corporate veil .under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper, 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

I 

39. “You have been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of BO1 

during the period February 11,2004 through November 2006.” I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanatl Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the qorporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should he direoted to the corporation. 

’ 40. “You have been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities o f  BO1 

during,the period December 2006 through thegresent.” 
,7 ’ 

Answer: Objection; the question is. improper because directed to Keanan Kinkel 

i&vidudly, although the Qrder to Show Cause does not allege my facts that would jusm 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question. should be directed to the corporation. 

41. “KUrt-iq 5. Kintzd is responsible for overseeing the financial management of 

BUZZ.” 
9 

11 * .  
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I I 1  AnJWkt! Dbjt?&fi; the queshon is mproper because directed to Keanan 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege &y facts that would justify 
I 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that wod;l otherwise make the quesdon proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 
I 

42. “Kurtis J. Kintzel has been responsible for overseeing the frnanciakmanagement 

of Buzz during the period February 1 1,2004 through the present.” I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would just@ 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 
I 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

43. “Kurtis J. Kintzel is responsible for overseeing the regulatory complike of 

Buzz.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kiritzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question shodd be directed to the corporation. 

-1 

I 

44. “Kurtis J. KhtzeI has been responsible for overseeing the regulatory aornpliance 

-of Buzz during the period February 11,2004 through the present.” 
’ 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the questich proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

I ’  
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Buzz.” 

I 
45. ‘‘Kmtis J. Kintzel is responsible for overseeing the rematory compIi&ce of 

I 

I 

Answer: Objectiow, the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would jus@ 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

46. “Kurtis J. Kinkel has been responsible for overseeing the regulatory compliace 
I ,  

of Buzz during the period February 11,2004 through the present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keman Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would j u s Q  

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

47. “You are responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of Buzz.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to K e r n  Khkzel 

individually, al@ough the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The Question shoulil be directed to the corporation. 

48. ‘ “You have been responsible for overseeing $he day-to-day activities of Buzz 
I 

dping the period February 11,2004 through November 2006.” 
I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

hdividually, .although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 
’It 

The’ question should I . ,  b i  &eqtdd-ta.&e cppqration. 

. .  
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49. “You have been responsible for overseeing the day-to-day activities of Buzz 
! 

during the period December 2006 through the present.)’ 
I 
! 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to K e r n  Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not dege any facts that wouldjustiQ 
! 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. I 
I 

50. “Kurtis J , JSintzel had to approve all scripts used by teIemarketers to karket Buzz 
I 

during the period February 11,2004 through November 2006,” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keman Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would iusti@ 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

I -  

t 

5 1. “Kurtis J. Kintzel has had to approve all scripts used by telemarketers to karket 

! Buzz during the period December 2006 through the present.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Kemm Kintzel 

hdividually, althaugh,the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

piercing the corporz+fe veil under e@%ng law, or that would otherwise make the question proper. 

n e  question should be directed to the corporation. 

52. “You reviewed all scripts used by telemarketers to market Buzz during the period 

Bebruary 11,2004 through November 2006.” 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

individually, although .the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would justify 

14 
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The question should be directed to the corporation. 

53. "You have reviewed all scripts used by telernarketers to market Buzz.during the 

period December 2006 through the present." I 

Answer: Objection; the question is improper because directed to Keanan Kintzel 

individually, although the Order to Show Cause does not allege any facts that would juseify 

piercing the corporate veil under existing law, or that wodd otherwise make the question proper. 

The question should be directed to the corporation. 

. '  

I .  . v  , . 
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SWORN STATEMENT 
I I 

I hereby deolaro undor ponalty ofps~jury that thc information supplied in the fokgoing 
I 

Answcrs is true to the beat of nry knowledge. infimratiuii, w ~ d  belid The word cM@ aiid 

sentc3ncP structure may be ,those of the urtoniy mid does 1101 purport IO be that of the executing 

pnrtics. Discovery it; mt complete; the parties reserve the right to supplement their Answcrs if 
! 

additioml information C O ~ C S  to their attention, 

C'atbrino Pik, Bsq. (DC Rar $# 49281 2) 
Tho Law Office of Catherine Park 
2300 M Street, NW, Suite 800 
Wwhinglon, D.C. 20037 
Phone: (202) 973-6479 
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Certificate of Service 

I -  

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a h e  and correct copy of the foregoing was sent for fling on 
this 14* day of November 2007, by hand delivery, to the following: 

Marlene H. Dortch 
Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
236 Massachusetts Avenue, NE 
Suite 110 
Washington, D.C. 20002 

And served by U.S. Mail, First Class, on the following: 

Richard L. Sippel, Chief Administrative Law Judge 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12fh Street, SW, Room 14861 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Hillary DeNigro, Chief 
Michele Levy Berlove, Attorney 
hvestigatiom & Hearings Division, Enforcement Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12* Street, SW, Room 4.42330 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

! 

Catherine Park 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERWCE 

Rebecca Lockhart, a Paralegal Specialist in the Enforcement Bureau’s Investigations and 

Hearings Division, certifies that she has, on this 4th day of December, 2007, sent by first class 

United States mail copies of the foregoing Enforcement Bureau’s Motion for Ruling on 

Objections by Kurtis J. Kintzel and Keanan Kintzel to Request for Admissions of Fact and 

Genuineness of Documents to: 

Catherine Park, Esq. 
2300 M Street, NW, Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20037 

Counsel for Kurtis J. Kintzel, Keanan Kintzel, Business Options, Inc., 
Buzz Telecom Corporation, US Bell, Inc., Link Technologies and 
Avatar Enterprises 

A copy of the foregoing was also served via hand-delivery to: 

Administrative Law Judge Richard L. Sippel 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12* Street, S.W., Room 1-C861 
Washington, D.C. 20054 

I 

Rebecca Lockhart 


